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DETAILED ACTION 
Election/Restrictions 

1. Claims 35-48 are withdrawn from further consideration pursuant to 37 CFR 
1.142(b) as being drawn to a nonelected invention, there being no allowable generic or 
linking claim. Election was made without traverse in the reply filed on April 10, 2007. 

Information Disclosure Statement 

2. The information disclosure statement (IDS) submitted on April 12, 2005 is noted. 
The submission is in compliance with the provisions of 37 CFR 1.97 and 1.98. 
Accordingly, the information disclosure statement is being considered by the examiner. 

Claim Objections 

3. Claim 12, is objected to because of the following informalities: in line 9 of claim 
12 the applicant discloses, "each first said side." The examiner believes that it should 
read as, "each said first side." Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

4. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification siiall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

5. Claims 7, 8, 33 and 34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which applicant regards as the invention. In these claims the first grinding wheel is set 
to have a grain size of 7-46 and the second grinding wheel has a grain size of 45-91. 
However, in claim 1 the applicant discloses that the grinding wheels have different grain 
sizes. Obviously, grains of 45 and 46 could be selected for both grinding wheels 
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therefore producing grinding wheels that are formed with the same grain. More detail 
should be provided to specifically disclose the grinding wheel structure or the ranges 
should be corrected to not overlap. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 1-14, 16-20 and 22-34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Biagiotti (WO 00/21722) in view of Spencer (RE 30598) or Gambini 
(2002/0031991) and further in view of Kovach (5484327) or Kaye (5941763). 

In reference to claims 1 and 9, Biagiotti discloses a sharpening unit comprising, a disc- 
shaped cutting blade (Figure 4) (3) formed with a bevel portion (3c), a first grinding 
wheel (20) and suggests that multiple grinding wheels could be used (Page 6, Lines 26- 
29), the bevel portion (3c) is formed such that a grinding wheel is brought into contact 
with a first side (F1) of the cutting blade at an inclination greater than when the grinding 
wheel is brought into contact with a second side (F2) of the cutting blade, Biagiotti does 
not specifically disclose that a first grinding wheel is used to sharpen the first side of the 
bevel portion on the cutting blade, a second grinding wheel used to sharpen the second 
side of the bevel portion on the cutting blade and that the first grinding wheel can be 
formed with a finer grit than the second grinding wheel. Although, as previously 
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mentioned above Biagiotti does suggest that multiple grinding wheels could be used. 
However, Spencer discloses a sharpening unit (Figure 19) comprising, a first grinding 
wheel (135) for sharpening a first side of a bevel portion on a cutting blade and a 
second grinding wheel for sharpening a second side of the bevel portion on a cutting 
blade. In addition, Gambini also discloses a sharpening unit (11) comprising, first and 
second grinding wheels (33) (Paragraph 33) used to sharpen first and second sides of a 
bevel portion on a cutting blade. Furthermore, Kovach teaches that first and second 
grinding wheels (Figure 1) (18 and 22). can be formed with different types of grits 
(Column 6, Lines 55-58). Lastly, Kaye also teaches that numerous grinding wheels can 
all be formed with different types of grits (Column 3. Lines 29-32). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify 
the sharpening unit, of Biagiotti, with first and second grinding wheels which sharpen 
first and second sides of a bevel portion on a cutting blade and where the grinding 
wheels are formed with different grit sizes, in view of Spencer or Gambini and further in 
view of Kovach or Kaye, in order to provide a more efficient sharpening device that 
quickly recovers the wear of the cutting disc during operation. 

In reference to claims 2 and 11, Biagiotti taken in view of Spencer or Gambini and 
further in view of Kovach or Kaye also disclose a sharpening unit which allow the first 
and second grinding wheels to move toward and away from the blade according to a 
direction essentially parallel to a respective axis of rotation of the first grinding wheel 
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and the second grinding wheel (see page 9, Lines 21-25 of Biagiotti or see Column 9, 
Line 46-Column 13, Line 14 of Spencer). 

In reference to claims 3 and 4, Biagiotti taken in view of Spencer or Gambini and further 
in view of Kovach or Kaye also obviously disclose that the grinding wheels individually 
can come into contact with the cutting blade before the other grinding wheel comes into 
contact with the cutting blade depending on the how the user is controlling the 
movement of the wheels in relation to one another. 

In reference to claim 5, Biagiotti taken in view of Spencer or Gambini and further in view 
of Kovach or Kaye also disclose that the grinding wheels can be motorized (see page 9, 
Line 13 of Biagiotti). 

In reference to claims 6 and 12, Biagiotti taken in view of Spencer or Gambini and 
further in view of Kovach or Kaye also disclose that the grinding wheels are equal and 
opposite in respect to a lying plane of the cutting edge of the blade, wherein said plane 
being essentially orthogonal to the axis of rotation of the blade (see page 4, line 32 of 
Biagiotti, see figure 19 of Spencer) and wherein the first side (F1) and the second side 
(F2) of the bevel portion of the cutting blade are different in respect to the lying plane 
(see figure 5 of Biagiotti). 
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In reference to claims 7 and 8, Biagiotti taken in view of Spencer or Gambini and further 
in view of Kovach or Kaye also disclose that the first grinding wheel could have a fine 
grain from about 7-46 and that the second grinding wheel could have a grain of about 
45-91, since Kovach teaches that the abrasive wheels be formed with any type of 
abrasive grain (see Kovach, Column 6, Lines 55-58). 

In reference to claim 10, Biagiotti taken in view of Spencer or Gambini and further in 
view of Kovach or Kaye also disclose that first side (F1) of the bevel portion is subjected 
to hardening treatment (see page 8, line 30 of Biagiotti). 

In reference to claim 13, Biagiotti taken in view of Spencer or Gambini and further in 
view of Kovach or Kaye also disclose that the first side is shown to be as substantially 
parallel to a lying plane as shown the applicant's drawings (see figure 5 of Biagiotti). 

In reference to claims 14 and 22, Biagiotti taken in view of Spencer or Gambini and 
further in view of Kovach or Kaye also disclose that the difference in inclination between 
said first and second sides could be at least 1 degree (see page 4, Line 27-page 5, line 
2 of Biagiotti). 

In reference to claim 16, Biagiotti taken in view of Spencer or Gambini and further in 
view of Kovach or Kaye also obviously disclose that the surface hardness is grater than 
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70 HRC. since the side that is subjected to the hardening treatment is performed with 
the same material as disclosed by the applicant. 

In reference to claim 17, Biagiotti taken in view of Spencer or Gambini and further in 
view of Kovach or Kaye also disclose that the blade is made from alloy steel (see page 
6. lines 9-12 of Biagiotti). 

In reference to claims 18-20, Biagiotti taken in view of Spencer or Gambini and further 
in view of Kovach or Kaye also disclose that the surface treatment is a controlled 
nitriding treatment (see page 6, lines 12-16 of Biagiotti). which is harder than a base 
material of the blade (Figure 5). 

In reference to claim 23, Biagiotti taken in view of Spencer or Gambini and further in 
view of Kovach or Kaye also disclose the blade has a body delimited by two planes 
parallel to each other and essentially orthogonal to the axis of rotation of the blade (see 
figure 5 of Biagiotti). 

In reference to the method claims 24-34, Biagiotti taken in view of Spencer or Gambini 
and further in view of Kovach or Kaye disclose the structural elements of the apparatus 
therefore the method is obviously disclosed, since the method merely recites the 
structural elements of the apparatus. 
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8. Claim 15, is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Biagiotti 
(WO 00/21722) in view of Spencer (RE 30598) or Gambini (2002/0031991) and further 
in view of Kovach (5484327) or Kaye (5941763) and particularly in view of Maatschappii 
(665983). Biagiotti discloses that the first side can formed from a hardening treatment 
but does not specifically discloses that the thickness of the layer is greater than 30 
micrometers. However, Maatschappii discloses a hardening step that forms a layer (15) 
on the surface of the cutting blade greater than 30 micrometers (Page 2, Line 67-70). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to modify the hardened layer, of Biagiotti, with a layer that is greater than 30 
micrometers, in view of Maatschappii, in order to provide a strong yet relatively cheap to 
produce blade. 

9. Claim 21, is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Biagiotti 
(WO 00/21722) in view of Spencer (RE 30598) or Gambini (2002/0031991) and further 
in view of Kovach (5484327) or Kaye (5941763) and particularly in view of Dewez 
(3507633). Biagiotti discloses that the blade is made from various metals, but does not 
specifically disclose that the blade is formed from chrome steel containing molybdenum. 
However, Dewez discloses a blade that formed from chrome steel containing 
molybdenum (Page 3, Lines 1-4). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to modify the blade, of Biagiotti, with a blade 
formed from chrome steel containing molybdenum, in view of Dewez, in order to provide 
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a blade that has improved resistance to brittle fracture therefore also extending the 
service life of the blade. 

Conclusion 

10. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. Berkel (1968662) discloses a sharpening system that includes 
first and second grinding wheels that sharpen a bevel portion onto a blade. Smith 
(6450864) discloses a grinding machine that uses first and second grinding wheels that 
are able to move in various directions. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Robert Scruggs whose telephone number is 571-272- 
8682. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday, 8:30-5:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Joseph Hail can be reached on 571-272-4485. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding tine status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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Joseph J. Hail. HI 
Supervisory Patent Examiner 
Technology Center 3700 



